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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 27 March 2007 . 
2a)\3 This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed In accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G, 213. 
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4) |EI Claim(s) is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1. Claims 29-55 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected inventions, there being no allowable generic 
or linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the 
reply filed on March 27, 2007. The traversal is on the ground(s) that there is no serious 
burden on the Examiner to examiner all the claims. This is not found persuasive 
because Groups I and IV and drawn to divergent methods, Group III is an apparatus 
claim and Group II is drawn to compositions. These inventions are classified separately 
and would require a divergent search posing a burden to the Examiner. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

2. Claims 1-55 are pending. Claims 29-55 have been withdrawn from consideration 
due to non-elected groups. 

Specification 

3. The abstract of the disclosure does not commence on a separate sheet in 
accordance with 37 CFR 1.52(b)(4). A new abstract of the disclosure is required and 
must be presented on a separate sheet, apart from any other text. 



Claim Objections 
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4. Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: the term 
"ethoxylatein" is misspelled. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7, 9-24 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255). 

Kissling et al. teach methods of stripping dyes from polyethylene terephthalate in 
the form of fabric, filaments or loose fibers (column 1 , lines 25-52) comprising treating 
the polyester with compositions comprising mixtures of non-ionic compounds such as 
nonylphenol ethoxylate and octylphenyl ethoxylates (column 3, lines 15-73) in 
percentages of 5-40% (column 4, lines 40-45; column 4, lines 48-75). The ethoxylates 
meet the limitations of leveling agents, wetting agent and leveling carrier. Kissling et al. 
further teach treating the polyester at 12-140°C at superatmospheric pressure by 
padding or spraying on the aqueous solution for at least 30 minutes, preferably 40-120 
minutes (column 4, lines 1-28). Kissling et al. further teach rinsing and drying the PET 
after dye stripping (column 5, example 3). 
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Kissling et al. are silent as to the pressures used and the cooling times and 
temperatures. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention is made to modify the methods of Kissling et al. by optimizing the pressure 
and cooling times and temperatures to those instantly claimed to maximize the dye 
removal from the polyester fabrics. Kissling et al. clearly teach the need for 
superatmospheric pressure to enhance dye removal, and rinsing steps, which would 
provide cooling to the fabrics after dye stripping. One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to optimize the teachings of Kissling et al. absent unexpected results. 

7. Claims 2,5,6 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255), as applied to the claims above, and further in view 
of Fono (US 4,227,881). 

Kissling et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Kissling et al. are silent as to the presence of wetting agents and the identity of 
the rinsing agent. 

Fono, in the analogous are of dye stripping, teaches removing dyes from 
polyester (column 3, lines 50-55) by applying stripping liquids comprising oxyethylated 
non-ionic wetting agents (column 3, lines 5-15). Fono further teaches rinsing the 
polyesters with water after dye stripping (column 3, lines 25-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. by 
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incorporating the wetting agents and water rinsing steps as taught by Fono because 
Fono teaches the utility and conventionality of these steps in effectively stripping dyes 
from polyester. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of these references to arrive at the predictable result of removing dyes from 
polyester. 

8. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255) in view of Fono (US 4,227,881), as applied to the claims 
above, and further in view of Schuize et al. (US 4,943,299). 

Kissling et al. and Fono are relied upon as set forth above. 

Kissling et al. and Fono are silent as to the presence of alkyi phthalimides. 

Schuize et al. teach that it is conventional to treat polyesters with the leveling 
agents N-alkylphthalimides (column 2, lines 35-40; column 3, lines 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. and Fono by 
incorporating the alkyI phthalimides as taught by Schuize because Schuize teaches that 
these compounds are conventional leveling agents used in treating polyester materials. 
One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine the teachings of these 
references absent unexpected results. 
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9. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255), as applied to the claims above, and further in view of 
Schuize et al. (US 4,943,299). 

Kissling et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Kissling et al. are silent as to the presence of alkyi phthalimides. 

Schuize et al. teach that it is conventional to treat polyesters with the leveling 
agents N-alkylphthalimides (column 2, lines 35-40; column 3, lines 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. by 
incorporating the alkyI phthalimides as taught by Schuize because Schuize teaches that 
these compounds are conventional leveling agents used in treating polyester materials. 
One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine the teachings of these 
references absent unexpected results. 

10. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255) in view of Fono (US 4,227,881), as applied to the claims 
above, and further in view of Wicker, Jr. et al. (US 5,972,049). 

Kissling et al. and Fono are relied upon as set forth above. 
Kissling et al. and Fono are silent as to the presence of alkyI phthalimides. 
Wicker, Jr. et al. teach that it is conventional to treat polyesters with the carriers 
alkylphthalimides (column 1, lines 10-50). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. and Fono by 
incorporating the alkyi phthalimides as taught by Wicker, Jr. et al. because Wicker, Jr. et 
al. teach that these compounds are conventional carriers used in treating polyester 
materials. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine the teachings of 
these references absent unexpected results. 

11. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kissling et al. (US 3,582,255), as applied to the claims above, and further in view of 
Wicker, Jr. et al. (US 5,972,049). 

Kissling et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Kissling et al. are silent as to the presence of alkyI phthalimides. 

Wicker, Jr. et al. teach that it is conventional to treat polyesters with the carriers 
alkylphthalimides (column 1, lines 10-50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. by 
incorporating the alkyI phthalimides as taught by Wicker, Jr. et al. because Wicker, Jr. et 
al. teach that these compounds are conventional carriers used in treating polyester 
materials. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to combine the teachings of 
these references absent unexpected results. 
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12. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kissling 
et al. (US 3,582,255), as applied to the claims above, and further in view of Pensa (US 
4,783,193). 

Kissling et al. are relied upon as set forth above. 

Kissling et al. are silent as to sealable vessels for dye stripping. 

Pensa teaches that it is conventional to use enclosed pressure vessels for 
stripping dyes from polyester at elevated temperatures (column 6, lines 25-40; column 
2, lines 30-45; column 4, lines10-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the dye stripping methods of Kissling et al. by 
incorporating the enclosed pressure vessels as taught by Pensa because Pensa 
teaches that these compounds are conventional apparatus used in dye stripping 
processes at elevated temperatures. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings of these references absent unexpected results. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amina Khan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5573. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas McGinty can be reached on (571) 272-1029. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




AK 

August 30, 2007 



LORNAM. DOUVON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



